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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 16 is rejected as being indefinite. Claim 16 further limits one of the alternatives for 
the ultrasonic head listed in Claim 14, from which it depends. However, the claim is indefinite as 
it fails to limit the other selection provided in Claim 14. A suggestion for correction is to qualify 
the claim by starting the claim with the phrase -wherein the ultrasonic head is ... - and provide 
the selected ultrasonic head. This will overcome the problem presented when the opposite 
ultrasonic head is selected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 13, 2-3, and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Takada et al. (US 6,266,983 B1). 

Takada et al. discloses a device for measuring at least one parameter of a strip in a 
water bath characterized in that the strip is guided with one of its flat sides essentially 
perpendicular across and ultrasonic head arranged in the water bath (see Figure 4) and the 
ultrasonic head is a stationary ultrasonic element row that extends crosswise to the longitudinal 
direction of the strip (see Figure 4). 

With regards to claim 13, Takada et al. discloses the claimed invention with the 
exception of the strip being tested being a flat conductor cable. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the system of Takada 
et al. to test a flat conductor cable instead of the steel strip disclosed as the system of Takada 
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et al. works equally well with any strip which can be placed in a water bath. Therefore, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would know that a flat conductor cable could be tested by the system of 
Takada et al. As for the limitations that the device is "for measuring at least one dimension of 
an extruded flat conductor cable" and "the device being located in a water bath of an extruder", 
these are merely intended use and provide no patentable weight. There is no recitation in the 
body of the claims that provide support for these intended uses. 

With regards to claim 2, Takada et al. clearly discloses the ultrasonic head comprising 
and ultrasonic transducer. 

With regards to claim 3, Takada et al. clearly discloses in Figure 4 the ultrasonic head 
being a pure ultrasonic transmitter to which an ultrasonic receiver is assigned on the opposite 
flat side of the strip under test. 

With regards to claim 5, Takada et al. discloses the strip being guided (by the rollers) 
with its flat side across the ultrasonic head either making contact with it or being at a short 
distance thereto (see Figure 4). 

5. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takada et al. as 
applied to claims 13 above, and further in view of Ichikawa et al. (US 4,893,510). 

With regards to claim 4, Takada et al. discloses the claimed invention with the exception 
of the displaceable ultrasonic head being provided with a position sensor. Takada et al. 
discloses at column 2 lines 40-45 utilizing an ultrasonic head, which is scanned in a direction 
substantially at right angles to the carrying direction of the sheet with ultrasonic probes arranged 
in the width direction of the strip. Ichikawa et al. teaches moving that ultrasonic head with a 
scanner for the purposes of testing the moving strip. It is inherent in the use of a scanner to 
provide the scanner with a position sensor such that the location of any defects within the strip 
can be easily located. Ichikawa et al. teaches such at column 10 line 45. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
provide the system of Takada etal. with the scanning ultrasonic head disclosed and including a 
position sensor to determine the location of the ultrasonic head as one of ordinary skill in the art 
would want to be able to accurately determine the location of any faults within the tested strip in 
order to maximize the usage of the tested strip. 
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6. Claim 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takada et al. 
as applied to claim 13 above, and further in view of Tompos et al. (US 3,332,279). 

With regards to claim 8, Takada et al. discloses the claimed invention with the exception 
of specifically providing an additional measuring device for detecting or measuring one side 
edge or both side edges of the strip under test. It is known throughout the art of ultrasonic strip 
testing that in order to perform a complete test of the strip, the location of the edge of the strip 
must first be determined. Takada et al. provides for this by having the array of transducers be 
wider than the strip being tested (see Figure 4). Tompos et al. discloses using an optical 
sensor to detect the edge of the strip being tested. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the system of Takada et 
al. with an additional sensor for testing the edge of the moving strip as the system of Tompos 
et al. teaches that by determining the edge of the moving strip, an indication of the location of 
any defects found within the moving strip can be relayed to one who can fix the problems and/or 
defects. 

With regards to claim 9, Takada et al. discloses the claimed invention with the exception 
of the ultrasonic head being on a displaceable slide. Tompos et al. teaches that the use of a 
displaceable slide allows for one of ordinary skill in the art to test the moving strip by utilizing 
fewer transducers and therefore fewer connections while still covering the whole moving strip. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Takada et al. to include the displaceable slide in the system disclosed as 
taught by Tompos et al. in order to reduce the number of ultrasonic transducers found within 
the ultrasonic testing head. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 11, 14-15, and 17-18 are allowed. 

8. Claim 16 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) under 
35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 
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9. Claims 6 and 7 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 



10. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The prior art of record fails to teach and/or suggest a device for measuring at least one 
parameter of an extruded flat conductor cable in a water bath that follows the extruder, 
characterized in that, in combination with the other recited elements, the device is provided with 
a guiding device that comprises an interior space, is located inside the water bath ad is filled 
with water, the guiding device being provided with a slot, the flat conductor cable being guided 
across the slot so as to make contact or at a short distance thereto and that the slot extends 
crosswise to the longitudinal direction and the ultrasonic head is arranged inside the interior 
space of the guiding device and transmits ultrasonic waves in the direction of the slot. 

The prior art of record also fails to teach and/or suggest a method for measuring at least 
one dimension of extruded flat conductor cable (dimension being defined by Applicants 
arguments as "e.g., the wall thickness of the insulation on both sides (top and bottom), the 
thickness of the insulation on both ends (left and right), and the distance between adjacent 
conductors") in a water bath after it leaves and extruder, comprising: emitting sound waves from 
at least one ultrasonic head substantially perpendicular onto at least one side of the flat 
conductor cable; and measuring the at least one dimension based on at least one reflected 
ultrasonic echo; wherein the ultrasonic head is either displaceable crosswise to the longitudinal 
direction of the flat conductor cable or a stationary ultrasonic element row that extends across 
the width of the flat conductor cable. 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments filed 15 March 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

All arguments with regards to claim 1 1 are moot as the previous rejections have been 
withdrawn and the claim indicated as being allowed. 

The Arguments with regards to the rejections of claims 3-4 and 9-1 2 under 1 1 2, second 
paragraph have been overcome by Applicant's Amendments presented in the response of 15 
March 2006. 
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With regards to the remainder of the claims, Applicant argues: 

"The Office Action rejected claims 1-3, 5, 10, and 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,266,983 to Takada et al. The Examiner stated that "[i]t would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the system of Takada et al. to test a flat 
conductor cable instead of the steel strip disclosed as the system of Takada et al. works equally well with any 
strip which can be placed in a water bath. " The Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Independent claims 1 and 10 have been cancelled, without prejudice, and replaced with new 
independent claims 13 and 14, respectively. New independent claim 13 recites, inter alia, "[a] device for 
measuring at least one dimension of an extruded flat conductor cable, the device being located in a water bath 
downstream of an extruder, comprising: an ultrasonic head arranged in the water bath such that the flat 
conductor cable is guided with one of its flat sides essentially perpendicular across the ultrasonic head, the 
ultrasonic head being adapted to measure at least one dimension of the extruded flat conductor cable. " 
Similarly, new independent claim 14 recites, inter alia, "[a] method for measuring at least one dimension of an 
extruded flat conductor cable by measuring the flat conductor cable in a water bath after it leaves an extruder, 
comprising:... measuring the at least one dimension based on at least one reflected ultrasonic echo. " 

Takada does not disclose or suggest a device or method for measuring at least one dimension of an 
extruded flat conductor cable. Rather, Takada is directed to a flaw detecting method and an apparatus suitable 
for detecting flaws in a steel sheet. (See, e.g., Takada at 1:9-16; 6:16-20.) One of ordinary skill in the art would 
not be motivated to use the flaw detecting apparatus of Takada to measure an extruded flat conductor cable. 
Moreover, the Applicant respectfully submits that the flaw detecting apparatus of Takada could not be used to 
measure the dimensions of an extruded flat conductor cable (e.g., the wall thickness of the insulation on both 
sides (top and bottom), the thickness of the insulation on both ends (left and right), and the distance between 
adjacent conductors). 

In addition, Takada is non-analogous prior art to the claimed invention. In order to rely on a reference 
as a basis for rejection of an applicant's invention, the reference must either be in the field of applicant's 
endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the inventor was 
concerned. In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1446 (Fed. Cir. 1992). Takada is directed to flaw detection in steel 
strips, which is a different field of endeavor from the present invention. In addition, Takada is not reasonably 
pertinent to measuring dimensions of an extruded flat conductor cable. Measuring dimensions of an extruded 
flat conductor cable involves much more precision than is required for simple flaw detection. 

For the above reasons, the Applicant respectfully requests that this rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 4 and 1 1 stand rejected under 35 U.S. C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Takada in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 4,893,510 to Ichikawa et al. Claims 4 and 11 depend from claims 13 and 14, respectively, 
which, as demonstrated above, are patentable over Takada. Ichikawa, like Takada, does not disclose or 
suggest a device or method for measuring dimensions of an object. Rather, Ichikawa is directed to an 
apparatus for measuring the distribution of crystal grains in a metal sheet. (See, e.g., Ichikawa at 1:8-17.) 
Therefore, Ichikawa dos not remedy the deficiencies of Takada. Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully requests 
that this rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 8-9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Takada in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 3,332,279 to Tompos et al. Claims 8 and 9 depend from claim 13, which, as demonstrated above, is 
patentable over Takada. Tompos, like Takada, does not disclose or suggest a device or method for measuring 
dimensions of an object. Rather, Tompos is directed to an apparatus for measuring the moisture content of 
paper. (See, e.g., Tompos at 1:15-42.) Therefore, Tompos does not remedy the deficiencies of Takada. 
Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully requests that this rejection be withdrawn." 



Applicant has two recurring arguments in the arguments above. The first is that Takada 
et al. fails to and cannot be utilized to determine the "dimensions" of a flat conductor cable. For 
those claims still being rejected above, claims 13, 2-5, and 8-9, Applicant has merely placed the 
determination of a "at least one dimension of an extruded flat conductor cable" in the preamble 
of the claims. There is no support in the body of the apparatus claims of claims 13, 2-5, and 8-9 
to support such use of the claimed apparatus. Therefore, the determination of "at least one 
dimension" is merely an intended use for the apparatus claimed and is not given any patentable 
weight. Therefore, the apparatus of Takada et al. meets the requirement of the claimed 
apparatus. 



Application/Control Number: 10/820,746 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2856 

Applicant's second argument is that Takada et al. is non-analogous art. As indicated by 
Applicant, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's 
endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the 
applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed 
invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
Takada et al. is relevant as it teaches ultrasonic inspection of a continuous strip test object in a 
water bath, this shape being that of Applicant's own test object. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would investigate those areas of ultrasonic measuring and testing which allow for testing of 
long, continuous test objects. As Applicant has claimed such an apparatus, the invention of 
Takada et al. is relevant and pertinent to Applicant's claimed apparatus. However, as Takada et 
al. does not teach measuring "at least one dimension" of the test object, the rejection of 
Applicant's claimed method has been withdrawn and those claims indicated as being allowed. 

Conclusion 

12. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date 
of this final action. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Rose M. Miller whose telephone number is 571-272-2199. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30 am to 4:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hezron Williams can be reached on 571-272-2208. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




RMM 
28 May 2006 



HEZRON WILLIAMS 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2800 




